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we are (in the first stage) comparing the members of those
classes. (By the first stage I mean the stage which carries
the factorist as far as computing the factor-saturations.)
Thus, in the former case, we take an intensional quality that
can be predicated of the various persons, such as ability to
read, and subdivide it into a generic predicate, say intelli-
gence or cognition generally, and a specific predicate, say
verbal capacity. In the latter case we take an extensional
class, namely, the children of whom such abilities are predi-
cated, and subdivide it into the more intelligent sub-class
and the less intelligent sub-class, and each sub-class again
into the verbal and the non-verbal type. To declare that
by correlating persons we can discover types that cannot
conceivably be discovered by correlating traits is like
declaring that there are classes for which no defining predi-
cates (i.e. no trait-combinations) could be possibly found.

The supporters of Q-technique rarely, if ever, go on to
the second stage and calculate factor-measurements, whether
they are using Q- or R-technique. When we proceed from
factor-saturations to factor-measurements, a transition is
made from intension to extension in correlating traits and
from extension to intension in correlating persons. Once
again I find it difficult to imagine that, by Q-technique,
I can obtain a factor-saturation describing a set of persons
as a type, and yet, in principle, be entirely unable to reach
the same figure by correlating the relevant traits : it is
like saying the name JONES can only be found in the
telephone directory by hunting for the word as a whole,
and that if I look first for J, then for the O's under J,
then for N, E, and S, I shall never find Jones. The
equivalence of the two procedures, however, is a matter
that I shall defend more fully when I deal with the so-called
c reciprocity principle 3 (see chap. xi).

It is perhaps too early to come to any final decision in
regard to the status of * inverted-factor * techniques. But,
as I see the matter, Stephenson's criticisms of my own pro-
cedure, and certainly my criticisms of Stephenson's, relate
to comparatively minor issues. On essentials we seem in
pretty close agreement. I do not deny that, as regards
statistical significance and the effects of selection, and more